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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This Office Action is in response to Amendment filed on 1/9/06. 

• Claims 1 , 10-11, and 22 are currently amended. 

• Claims 2-9 and 12-21 are in their original form. 

• Claims 1-22 are pending in the current Office Action. This Action is made 
FINAL. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The examiner notes that the prior 
references are still used in the new grounds of rejection in combination with a newly 
cited reference, since the amendment to the claims required further search and 
consideration. 

Specification 

The examiner notes and accepts the applicants change to the title of the current 
application, which seems to more clearly reflect the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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1. Claims 1,3, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Williams et al (U.S. Patent 5475735) in view of Stilp et al (U.S. Patent 5327144) and 
Graham (U.S. Pub. 2003/0060215 A1). 

Regarding Claims 1 and 10 . Williams teaches the use of fixed wireless 
devices ( Col.4:1-24. i.e. wireless fixed access units. WFAU ) in a wireless local 
loop radiotelephone system, however Williams is silent on comparing a 
registered location of a fixed wireless device to a current location of the fixed 
wireless device responsively activating an alert if the registered location of the 
fixed wireless device does not match the current location of the fixed wireless 
device and in response to the alert, changing the registered location to match the 
current location. 

Stilp teaches locating a wireless device and comparing it with a 
predetermined (i.e. registered) location, to activate an alarm if the wireless device 
is not in the predetermined (i.e. registered) location ( Col. 19:30-35 and Col.6:3-7 ). 
One of ordinary skill in the art could envision applying this general concept of 
locating a device and comparing the current location to a predetermined (i.e. 
registered) location and setting off an alarm if the device is not in the 
predetermined (i.e. registered) location to not only mobile wireless devices but 
fixed wireless devices. 

Graham teaches that it is well known in the art that as a mobile station 
moves from one cell to another, the cellular phone system updates a record of 
the MS's current location ( Par.4:4-6 ). One of ordinary skill in the art, would find it 
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obvious to update the location of a device which has been moved from its 
registered location, whether it is a mobile or a fixed wireless device. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Willaims, such that there is a comparison of a registered location of a fixed 
wireless device to a current location of the fixed wireless device; and 
responsively activating an alert if the registered location of the fixed wireless 
device does not match the current location of the fixed wireless device and 
changing the registered location to match the current location, to provide a 
method of appropriately routing communications to a devices' most current 
location after it has been moved from its original location. 

With further regards to Claim 10 t the fixed wireless device is a wireless 
local loop hub. 

Regarding Claim 3 , the combination as discussed above teaches all the 
limitations as recited in claim 1 , and Stilp further teaches performing the 
comparing function and the activating function in a wireless carrier network 
( Col. 8:23-45 and Col. 19:30-35. the location is determined by the cellular system 
and the registered locations are stored in the database, therefore it is obvious 
that the wireless carrier network performs the comparing function and the 
activating function ). 

2. Claims 2 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Williams et al (U.S. Patent 5475735), Stilp et al (U.S. Patent 5327144), and Graham 
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(U.S. Pub. 2003/0060215 A1) in further view of Dupont et al (U.S. Pub. 
2005/0037729 A1). 

Regarding Claim 2 .Williams, Stilp, and Graham teach all the limitations 
as recited in claim 1 , however the combination is silent on performing the 
comparing function and the activating function at the fixed wireless device. 

Dupont teaches that a mobile device can obtain a predetermined path and 
compare it to the current path that the mobile phone is taking and if it is different 
from the expected then, an alert is sent to an alertee ( Par.61 ). To the examiner a 
path is a set of allowed location areas. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Williams, Stilp, and Graham, such that the comparing function and the activating 
function is performed at the fixed wireless device, to provide a method of 
lessening the workload off of the network. 

Regarding Claim 6,7,8 , the combination as discussed above teaches all 
the limitations as recited in claim 1 , and Dupont further teaches wherein 
activating the alert comprises sending a message to a user, wherein the 
message is a text message (i.e. email) or a phone call playing an alert 
announcement to the user ( Par.73 and Par. 74. user is an alertee ). 
3. Claims 4,5, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Williams et al (U.S. Patent 5475735), Stilp et al (U.S. Patent 5327144), and Graham 
(U.S. Pub. 2003/006021 5 A1 ) in further view of Takahara et al (U.S. Patent 
5450613). 
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Regarding Claim 4 , Williams, Stilp, and Graham teach all the limitations 
as recited in claim 1 , and Stilp further teaches that an alarm is activated if a 
device in not in a predetermined (i.e. registered) location however the 
combination is silent on the alert comprises a visual alert. 

Takahara teaches that an alert comprises a visual alert ( Abstract, i.e. 

lights ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Williams, Stilp, and Graham, such that the alert comprises a visual alert, to 
provide a user with an opportunity to see that an alert is activated. 

Regarding Claim 5 , Williams, Stilp, and Graham teach all the limitations 
as recited in claim 1 , and Stilp further teaches that an alarm is activated if a 
device in not in a predetermined (i.e. registered) location however the 
combination is silent on the alert comprises an audible alert. 

Takahara teaches that an alert comprises an audible alert ( Abstract, i.e. 
sound ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Williams, Stilp, and Graham, such that the alert comprises an audible alert, to 
provide a user with an opportunity to hear an activation of an alert. 

Regarding Claim 9 , Williams, Stilp, and Graham teach all the limitations 
as recited in claim 1 , and Stilp teaches that an alarm is activated if a device in not 
in a predetermined (i.e. registered) location however the combination is silent on 
the alert comprises an vibratory alert. 
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Takahara teaches that an alert comprises a vibratory alert ( Abstract, i.e. 
vibrations ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Williams, Stilp, and Graham, such that the alert comprises a vibratory alert, to 
provide a user with an opportunity to feel an activation of an alert. 
4. Claim 11-13 and 18-22 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Williams et al (U.S. Patent 5475735) in view of Dupont et al (U.S. Pub. 

2005/0037729) and Graham (U.S. Pub. 2003/0060215 A1) 

Regarding Claim 11 , Williams teaches the use of fixed wireless devices 
( Col.4:1-24. i.e. wireless fixed access units. WFAU ) in a wireless local loop 
radiotelephone system, however Williams is silent on data storage for storing a 
registered location of a fixed wireless device; location-determining logic arranged 
to determine a current location of the fixed wireless device; and alert logic 
arranged to provide an alert in response to a determination that the current 
location does not match the registered location and in response to the alert, 
changing the registered location to match the current location. 

Williams teaches that a server of a communication network (i.e. system) 
comprises means, such as hardware and software elements to operate acquiring 
an expected path ( Par.62:3-5, it is obvious there is data storage (i.e. hardware) 
for storing a registered/predetermined location(s) ). to detected a real path 
followed by the monitored device ( Par.62:6-7. it is obvious there is location 
determining logic arranged to determine a current location of the device ), and to 



Application/Control Number: 10/784,659 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2688 

compare the real path with the expected path to send an alert to an alertee when 
the real path differs from the expected path ( Par.62:7-12. it is obvious there is an 
alert logic (i.e. software) to provide an alert in response to a determination that 
the current location does not match the registered/expected location ). 

One of ordinary skill in the art could envision applying this general concept 
of locating a device and comparing the current location to a predetermined (i.e. 
registered) location and setting off an alarm if the device is not in the 
predetermined (i.e. registered) location not only for mobile wireless devices but 
also fixed wireless devices. 

Graham teaches that it is well known in the art that as a mobile station 
moves from one cell to another, the cellular phone system updates a record of 
the MS's current location ( Par.4:4-6 ). One of ordinary skill in the art, would find it 
obvious to update the location of a device which has been moved from its 
registered location, whether it is a mobile or a fixed wireless device. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Willaims, such that there is a data storage for storing a registered location of a 
fixed wireless device; location-determining logic arranged to determine a current 
location of the fixed wireless device; and alert logic arranged to provide an alert 
in response to a determination that the current location does not match the 
registered location and changing the registered location to match the current 
location, to provide a method of appropriately routing communications to a 
devices' most current location after it has been moved from its original location. 
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Regarding Claim 12 , the combination as discussed above teaches all the 
limitations as recited in claim 1 1 , however the combination is silent on a 
comparator logic arranged to make the determination that the current location 
does not match the registered location. 

Dupont teaches a server of a communication network comprises means, 
such as hardware and software elements to send an alert to an alertee when the 
real path differs from the expected path ( Par.62 ). To the examiner it is obvious 
that the software comprises comparator logic in order to perform sending an alert 
when the real path differs from the expected path. 

Regarding Claim 13 , the combination as discussed above teaches all the 
limitations as recited in claim 12, however the combination is silent on a 
processor, wherein the location-determining logic, the alert logic, and the 
comparator logic comprise machine language instructions executable by the 
processor. 

Dupont teaches a server of a communication network comprises means, 
such as hardware and software elements to send an alert to an alertee when the 
real path differs from the expected path ( Par.62 ). To the examiner it is obvious 
there is a processor (i.e. hardware) for executing all of the software (i.e. location 
determining logic, alert logic) and it is well known in the art that the software, 
written by people, must eventually be translated to machine language for a 
machine (i.e. processor) to understand the logic. 
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Regarding Claim 18. 19. 20 , the combination as discussed above 
teaches all the limitations as recited in claim 11, and Dupont further teaches 
wherein activating the alert comprises sending a message to a user, wherein the 
message is a text message (i.e. email) or a phone call playing an alert 
announcement to the user ( Par.73 and Par74, user is an alertee ). 

Regarding Claim 21 , the combination as discussed above teaches all the 
limitations as recited in claim 11, and Williams teaches the fixed wireless device 
is a wireless local loop hub ( Fig. 1:108 ). 

Regarding Claim 22 , Williams teaches the use of a wireless local loop 
hub ( Col. 4:1-24, i.e. wireless fixed access units, WFAU ) in a wireless local loop 
radiotelephone system, however Williams is silent on data storage for storing a 
registered location of the wireless local loop hub; location-determining logic 
arranged to determine a current location of the wireless local loop hub; 
comparator logic arranged to make a determination that the current location does 
not match the registered location, and alert logic arranged to provide an alert in 
response to the determination that the current location does not match the 
registered location and changing the registered location to match the current 
location. 

Williams teaches that a mobile device comprises means, such as 
hardware and software elements to operate acquiring an expected path 
( Par.62:3-5, it is obvious there is data storage (i.e. hardware) for storing a 
registered/predetermined location(s) ), to detected a real path followed by the 
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monitored device ( Par.62:6-7. it is obvious there is location determining logic 
arranged to determine a current location of the device ), and to compare the real 
path with the expected path to send an alert to an alertee when the real path 
differs from the expected path ( Par.62;7-12, it is obvious there is an alert logic 
(i.e. software) to provide an alert in response to a determination that the current 
location does not match the registered/expected location ). 

One of ordinary skill in the art could envision applying this general concept 
of locating a device and comparing the current location to a predetermined (i.e. 
registered) location and setting off an alarm if the device is not in the 
predetermined (i.e. registered) location not only for mobile wireless devices but 
also fixed wireless devices (i.e. wireless local loop hubs). 

Graham teaches that it is well known in the art that as a mobile station 
moves from one cell to another, the cellular phone system updates a record of 
the MS's current location ( Par.4:4-6 ). One of ordinary skill in the art, would find it 
obvious to update the location of a device which has been moved from its 
registered location, whether it is a mobile or a fixed wireless device. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Willaims, such that there is a data storage for storing a registered location of the 
wireless local loop hub; location-determining logic arranged to determine a 
current location of the wireless local loop hub; comparator logic arranged to 
make a determination that the current location does not match the registered 
location, and alert logic arranged to provide an alert in response to the 
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determination that the current location does not match the registered location and 
changing the registered location to match the current location, to provide a 
method of appropriately routing communications to a devices' most current 
location after it has been moved from its original location. 
5. Claim 14-17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Williams et 
al (U.S. Patent 5475735), Dupont et al (U.S. Pub. 2005/0037729 A1), and Graham 
(U.S. Pub. 2003/0060215 A1) in further view of Takahara et al (U.S. Patent 
5450613). 

Regarding Claim 14 and 15 . Williams, Dupont, and Graham teach all the 
limitations as recited in claim 1 1 , and Dupont teaches an alert comprises text, 
graphical, or voice messages (Par\120), however the combination is silent on 
the alert comprising a visual alert. 

Takahara teaches that an alert comprises a visual alert ( Abstract, i.e. 

lights ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Williams, Dupont, and Graham, such that the alert comprises a visual alert, to 
provide a user with an opportunity to see that an alert is activated. 

With further regards to Claim 15 . it is well known in the art that a light 
emitting diode (LED) is used to provide a visual alert (i.e. a light). 

Regarding Claim 16. the combination as discussed above teaches all the 
limitations as recited in claim 14, and Dupont further teaches that the alert logic 
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provides the visual alert by displaying a text message visible on a display 
(Par.73). 

Regarding Claim 17. Williams and Dupont teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 11, and Dupont teaches an alert comprises text, graphical, or 
voice messages ( Par.120 ). however the combination is silent on the alert 
comprising an audible alert. 

Takahara teaches that an alert comprises an audible alert ( Abstract, i.e. 

lights ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Williams, Dupont, and Graham, such that the alert comprises a audible alert, to 
provide a user with an opportunity to hear that an alert is activated. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wesley L. Kim whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7867. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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